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 Introduction
What motivates moral protest? Why do some individuals rally to the defense 
of others? How can we explain why some people are willing to ofer their 
time and give money to improve the lot of creatures who are forgotten, 
and without a voice? The study of animal rights activism, like the study 
of humanitarian activism, is a good way of examining what underlies all 
militant movements which claim to be based on altruism, solidarity and 
other ethical principles. It should be noted from the outset that the animal 
protection movement is highly varied and complex. According to the records 
of the Conseil national de la vie associative, in France each year since 1998 
an average of 532 associations, falling into the category of friends of the 
animals, have been registered. This is equivalent to twice the corresponding 

 	gure for the period 1975 to 1990. Although these statistics would seem to 
indicate that the animal rights movement has been expanding over recent 
years, a detailed analysis of militant organizations leads us to be wary of 
jumping to conclusions regarding the causes which lie behind this growth in 
activism. Indeed, any comprehensive survey of activists involves encounters 
with an amazing variety of individuals from all social backgrounds. There 
are the volunteers, often women, who work in animal refuges, where they 
take care of abandoned cats or dogs. Then there are the campaigners who 
concern themselves with the plight of endangered wild animals  such as 
whales, gorillas, rhinoceroses and polar bears  whose natural habitats 
may be thousands of miles away. There are also philosophy students who, 
on graduation, decide to champion animal rights or antispeciesism.1 There 
are also the vegans2 who, at Sunday markets, approach passers-by in order 
to draw their attention to the sufering inicted on poultry by foie gras 
producers. In so-called alternative or autonomous punk circles, anarchists 
scream their disgust at the systematic exploitation of animals. So the range 
of militant activities engaged in by animal rights campaigners is enormous: 
feeding and taking care of animals; writing manifestos or works of moral 
philosophy; distributing tracts; producing documentaries  some intended 
to shock, others choosing to inform the viewer, using a more measured 
scienti
 	c tone, of the plight of certain wild species, as well as the fate 
of animals butchered for their meat, or used in laboratory experiments; 
1 See below for an examination of what is meant by antispeciesism.
2 Vegans eliminate all animal products from their diets, not only meat but also eggs, milk, 
cheese and honey.
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organizing petitions; staging demonstrations outside bullrings, circuses, 
animal testing laboratories, as well as outside the premises of restaurant 
chains who source meat produced in factory farms; lobbying the authorities 
to make regulations to protect animals; organizing commando operations 
to liberate animals being used for testing purposes by the pharmaceutical 
industry, or, in the case of minks, being farmed for their fur.
Communicating a clear picture of the animal protection movement in 
all its complexity is further hindered by the fact that it is often associated 
with a number of stereotypes and sensational images. Indeed, this cause, 
which has a particularly long and complex history, seems destined to be 
reduced in the public mind to Brigitte Bardots media outbursts, and night 
raids on mink farms by animal liberationists. In this essay we will seek to 
replace this reductive image, using a number of tools which will enable the 
reader to negotiate the labyrinth of the animal rights movement. With this 
objective in mind, the issues being examined 
 	rst need to be placed in their 
historical context. Like a geologist who seeks to uncover the mysteries of 
the ground beneath their feet, the sociologist of the animal rights move-
ment has to trace the history of successive sedimentations, sedimentations 
which have modeled the forms which contemporary activists reuse and 
adapt. Historical sociology is a 
 	eld which promises to enlighten us, and 
that is because it obliges the researcher to constantly historicize their 
reasoning, and take account of the dead hand of the past (DØloye, 2007, 
p.23). Certainly, this approach is not unproblematic. The historical records 
available to the researcher can be scarce and patchy. While there is quite 
a lot of material in English covering the developments of campaigns to 
protect animals over the course of the 19th century, few French historians 
have chosen to work in this 
 	eld.3 Given these gaps in the record, I decided 
to directly consult the archives in the French National Library, in particular 
the Bulletins de la sociØtØ protectrice des animaux, published between 1855 
and 1937, and the Bulletins de la sociØtØ française contre la vivisection which 
appeared between 1884 and 1898.4 In conjunction with a survey of current 
activists  which will give rise to future publications  this archive work 
3 We should mention, however, an excellent article by Maurice Agulhon, Le sang des bŒtes: 
le problŁme de la protection des animaux en France au XIXe siŁcle, Histoire vagabonde, vol. 1 
(Paris, Gallimard, 1988), pp.243-282; and Eric Pierres history PhD thesis, Amour des hommes, 
amour des bŒtes. Discours et pratiques protectrices dans la France du XIXe siŁcle (University of 
Angers, 1998).
4 In the rest of the book the Bulletin de la sociØtØ protectrice des animaux will be abbreviated 
as BSPA, the Bulletin de la sociØtØ française contre la vivisection as BSFCV, and the Bulletin 
de la sociØtØ impØriale zoologique dacclimatation as BSIZA.
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will give us a valuable picture of the evolution of the animal rights cause 
over an extended period of time. Furthermore, the analysis of the evolution 
of collective mobilizations for the protection of animals sheds light on 
a number of phenomena at the heart of some of the classic concerns of 
political science, namely: mechanisms for the control of violence; the work 
of sociologist Norbert Elias; the role of moral entrepreneurs and judicial 
norms in the evolution of moral values; the development of philanthropy; 
the level of legitimacy of collective mobilizations; rivalries between groups 
whose status may be rising or declining; the way religious belief informs the 
views of political activists; the gendered nature of certain forms of activism; 
and the emergence of the ideologies of political ecology.
In order to better analyze the successive developments in animal rights 
campaigning this work, wherever possible, relies on a Franco-British 
comparison. It is further limited not only by its length, but also by lack of 
data and the extent of the authors historical expertise, which preclude an 
equally detailed treatment of the two cases. A more complete and nuanced 
account would extend further back in time, and include comparisons with 
other European and North American states, as well as with other countries 
elsewhere in the world, such as India and China. So the present survey can 
make no claims to being comprehensive. My objective when writing it was 
a more modest one: to convince the reader that the study of animal rights 
deserves much more attention than it has hitherto received.5
5 I would like to take the opportunity to thank Florence Faucher for kindly reading a 
 	rst 
version of my manuscript. The responsibility for any errors and omissions in this work remain, 
of course, the authors. 

1 A long and complex struggle
The pioneering inuence of the British model
Although England is commonly credited with the invention of modern 
sport (Elias and Dunning, 1994), the role of the British in the genesis of 
the animal protection movement is less well known. It is, nevertheless, a 
well-established fact that any campaign to improve the way humans treat 
animals can trace their origins to the work of 19th-century English activists. 
As early as 1809, a group of prominent Liverpudlians set up the Society for 
the Suppression of Wanton Cruelty to Animals. Although this society soon 
folded, a similar organization, founded in London in 1824, was destined to 
be less short-lived: the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals still 
exists today, and indeed is still the largest animal welfare organization in 
the world. In the period after its formation the SPCA quickly managed to 
attract the support of many respected individuals, including members of 
the aristocracy and prominent 
 	gures from the ranks of the upper-middle 
classes, as well as numerous clergymen and members of Parliament. In 1840 
the society obtained the patronage of Queen Victoria herself, which led to its 
adoption of its current name: the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Animals (RSPCA). Embraced by large sections of the Establishment (Har-
rison, 1973),6 the RSPCA became perhaps the most inuential voluntary 
organization in Great Britain in the second half of the century (Turner, 
1980, p.177). These animal rights pioneers were largely preoccupied with 
lobbying legislators, and campaigning for the introduction of laws which, 
by banning certain practices, would change public attitudes. Indeed, even 
before the foundation of the RSPCA, a number of its founder members had 
participated in campaigns to put pressure on Parliament to enact legislation 
for the protection of animals. In 1821, a group of MPs led by Richard Martin, 
and including William Wilberforce and Thomas Fowell Buxton, introduced 
a bill to prevent the cruel and improper treatment of cattle. A law was 
enacted the following year, largely thanks to the support of the clergy and 
a group of London magistrates. An Act to Prevent the Cruel and Improper 
6 In current usage, The Establishment is a contested term. In this book it will be used 
to indicate the 19th-century British ruling classes, comprising the Crown, the Royal Court, 
members of the aristocracy, the Church, members of Parliament, the Judiciary, Oxbridge, the 
heads of the armed forces, as well as top bankers, industrialists, business leaders, and City 

 	nanciers. 
 THE ANIMAL RIGHTS STRUGGLE 
Treatment of Cattle, also known as Martins Act, protected only horses, 
mares, geldings, mules, asses, cows, heifers, steers, oxen, sheep and other 
cattle.
The presence of prestigious supporters among the RSPCA membership 
provided a model which groups in other countries sought to emulate. Socie-
ties for the protection of animals were soon established in Germany, Austria 
and Switzerland. Other countries, which seemed to be lagging behind, were 
targeted by British campaigners. In 1834, Sir John de Beauvoir, an RSPCA 
committee member, traveled to Paris with the mission of encouraging the 
creation of a sister organizations in France. It was not until ten years later, 
however, that the SociØtØ protectrice des animaux (SPA) was set up in Paris, 
later followed by groups in Lyon and Fontainebleau. One of the founders 
of this new society was Viscount Pinon Duclos de Valmer, who married 
an Englishwoman and, during his stay in London, took the opportunity to 
observe the SPCA at work (Pierre, 1998, p.290). The founding statement 
of the SPA, written on 2December 1845, makes clear its intention to model 
itself on well-established foreign organizations: We hereby found, in Paris, 
a society which, like those already existing in Bavaria and England, aims 
to pursue, by all means at our disposal, the outlawing of maltreatment of 















































































































Creation date of the rst society 
Source: Graph plotted by the author using a list published in 1868 by the Bulletin de la société 
protectrice des animaux (BSPA)
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animals. By 1855, the Paris branch of the SPCA already had six representa-
tives of the London RSPCA among its honorary members (BSPA, 1855). In 
1891, Queen Victoria made a donation of 2,500 francs to help set up a branch 
SPA in Biarritz, with Princess Frederica of Hanover as its patron (Fleury, 
1995, p.161).
In Italy the creation of societies modeled on the RSPCA also owed a 
lot to the involvement of British people, shocked by the maltreatment of 
animals which they had witnessed while holidaying in the Bel Paese. 
Their indignation caught the attention of polite society in cities such as 
Florence, Turin, Rome, Naples and Brindisi (Tonutti, 2007, p.73 and 81). 
Even in countries where British campaigners were not directly involved 
in the creation of societies for the protection of animals, they still often 
exerted inuence through the experience and expertise they were able to 
ofer fellow activists on the Continent. In Amsterdam, in 1859, the British 
Consulate in the Netherlands received a request for details of the British 
law relating to the protection of animals, with a view to similar legislation 
being enacted in the Netherlands. In Belgium, the RSPCA was consulted 
prior to the drafting of legislation outlawing the cruel treatment of animals. 
The birth of the animal protection movement in the United States was also 
inspired by the English model. Henry Bergh, the son of a wealthy New York 
shipbuilder, and a key early 
 	gure in American animal advocacy, was deeply 
shocked by the treatment of animals in Russia, where he had witnessed 
several shocking incidents of cruelty to animals during a brief appointment 
as a diplomat in Saint Petersburg. On his way back to the United States from 
Russia he made a stopover in London, where he attended a meeting of the 
RSPCA. He was very favorably impressed, and in the following year, 1866, 
created the American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
(ASPCA).
On the other side of the English Channel, in Paris, the beginnings of a 
similar movement saw the establishment of an animal protection society, 
as well as the adoption of legal provisions which made the mistreatment of 
animals punishable by the law. In 1850 General Jacques Philippe Delmas de 
Grammont introduced a bill which was clearly inspired by the objectives 
laid out in the founding articles of the SPA. The loi Grammont (Grammont 
Law) which was put onto the statute books on 2July 1850, provided for the 
punishment, by a 
 	ne of between 1 and 15 francs and a prison sentence 
of one to 
 	ve days, of persons guilty of publically maltreating animals 
(Agulhon, 1988). Once more, although the protection ofered was limited 
to domestic animals, this legislation established an important precedent 
for animal protection legislation for the remainder of the 19th century.
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In the 
 	nal quarter of the 19th century, British campaigners were again 
at the forefront of eforts to regulate the use of vivisection for scienti
 	c ex-
perimentation. As we will see, the protests around this issue provide a clear 
demonstration of the main reorientations of the movement, without which 
we cannot understand the complexity of present-day animal rights cause. In 
London in 1875 Frances Power Cobbe founded the Society for the Protection 
of Animals Liable to Vivisection. The Society for the Abolition of Vivisection 
was set up soon afterward. The following year the RSPCA noted that there 
already existed ten antivivisection associations in England (Tonutti, 2007, 
p.55). Once again, like-minded people in other European countries were 
largely inspired to set up similar organizations by the example of British 
pioneers. By 1885 there were twenty-six antivivisection societies in Europe: 

 	fteen in Great Britain, three in Switzerland, two in Germany, and two in 
France (BSFCV 3 [1885], p.52). The translation and distribution of British 
antivivisection pamphlets by campaigners, eager to have an impact on 
public opinion, extended the inuence of the British model across Europe. 
In Germany and Switzerland (Tröhler and Maehle, 1987), as well as in 
Sweden (Bromander, 1987), vivisection was widely discussed and debated 
in the national parliaments. In France, however, in spite of the creation, in 
1883, of the SociØtØ française contre la vivisection and the Ligue populaire 
contre la vivisection, antivivisection campaigners struggled to generate 
interest in their cause among the wider public. Once more, the members 
of the SociØtØ française contre la vivisection declared that their movement 
was an extension of the struggle initiated by like-minded British people.
But, given that we here in France want to closely follow the generous 
example ofered to us by our neighbors on the other side of the Chan-
nel, our French society must do more than make a vague statement of 
aspirations, and develop a clear strategy for tackling the serious problems 
it seeks to resolve. (BSFCV 1 [1884], p.4)
Equivocal, evolving and cumulative engagements
Emphasizing the essential contribution of British trailblazers is not to 
suggest that the 
 	rst animal protection movements were the work of anglo-
philes, who were simply mimicking their neighbors from across the Chan-
nel. Our brief historical summary was intended to stress, as a preliminary 
point, that the cause of animal protection has always been a transnational 
movement. As a consequence of this, it is indispensible to clearly distinguish 
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watchwords used internationally from forms of appropriation which vary 
considerably in diferent national contexts. To this 
 	rst level of complexity 
it should be added that campaigns claiming to be motivated by a desire 
to protect animals have always been deeply ambiguous. By that we mean 
that analysis of the organization of campaigns reveals a host of reasons 
and motives.7 Under such conditions the historical sociology of Nobert Elias 
seems to us to provide with the best theoretical tools for taking account 
of the interdependent evolutions, which involve multiple heterogeneous 
con
 	gurations. We decided to analyze the history of the animal rights 
movement from this perspective, as a cumulative succession of forms of 
indignation over the ways animals are treated. Thus, throughout this book, 
we shall endeavor to identify what it is about the treatment of animals 
which appears  in the eyes of a generation, or group of activists  to be suf-

 	ciently improper, scandalous or disturbing to warrant the organization of 
collective action, with the aim of putting a stop to that particular practice.8 
Our analysis will therefore attempt to identify the sociological conditions 
which lead to a situation where certain individuals feel that there is an 
intolerable discrepancy between what is and what ought to be. The fact that 
we accord attention to sociological factors in no way implies a conception 
of individuals as passive agents of superior and irresistible forces. Indeed, 
our guiding hypothesis, which in itself constitutes an implicit rejection 
of mechanical determinism, is that animal protection activists, through 
their militant engagements, actively endeavor to transform afective states 
which are unpleasant, even distressing, into opportunities for experiencing 
socially valued and gratifying emotions. For this reason we will explore at 
some length the sensitizing devices used by militants at various points in the 
history of the animal rights movement. By sensitizing devices, we mean to 
refer to all the material support, the placement of objects, and the staging 
techniques that the militants exploit, in order to arouse the kind of afective 
reactions which predispose those who experience them to join or support 
the cause being defended (Traïni, 2009, p.13). This concept is useful in 
7 I use reasons to indicate the causes and justi
 	cations that militants refer to in their dis-
course, in order to emphasize the seriousness of their engagement. Motives, on the other hand, 
refers to the determinants of the engagement, which do not generate discursive justi
 	cations 
from the actors being studied but have been reconstituted by the researcher, as hypotheses, 
using the cross-checking of information gathered during the course of his investigations. 
8 In other words we will make a detailed study of the contexts of this scandalization, or calls 
to act virtuously, which, along with appeals to the greatest number and to the lessons of science, 
constitutes one of the three ways in which collective causes are publicized and legitimated 
(OferlØ, 1994, p.112).
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that it obliges us to make a clear distinction between, on the one hand, the 
emotions that moral entrepreneurs endeavor to generate in order to attract 
support for their cause, and, on the other hand, the afective reactions 
actually generated, which may be diferent from the reactions the activists 
themselves anticipated. In fact, the sensitizing devices generally provoke 
a range of equivocal and ambivalent emotions which escape the control of 
those who stirred them up. As a consequence, as we shall see, mobilizations 
and countermobilizations are interdependent, and militant engagements 
can have social efects which go far beyond their original strategic aims.
2 Noble gentleness, vile cruelty
The 
 	rst societies dedicated to animal protection were notable for the 
respectability and prestige of their supporters, the high membership fees 
putting of less wealthy potential members. In the 1830s the RSPCA could 
boast as members not only Queen Victoria but also her mother, the Duchess 
of Kent, as well as numerous eminent and rich individuals, including the 
fabulously wealthy Quaker banker Samuel Gurney (Turner, 1980, p.44). The 
Parisian SPA, for its part, enjoyed the support of such prominent person-
ages as Prince Jerome Napoleon and his sister Princess Matilda, Prince 
Adalbert of Bavaria, Grand Duke Nicholas of Russia and the bankers James 
and Arthur de Rothschild, as well as Alexis de Tocqueville (Fleury, 1995). 
This would indicate that any investigation of the sociogenesis of animal 
protection needs to analyze the evolution of the emotions and conduct 
accepted and valued by the upper echelons of society. In this connection 
the work of Elias once more provides a particularly pertinent and didactic 
theoretical framework.
The sensibility of distinguished men
The sociology of Norbert Elias calls for the taking of certain methodological 
precautions, which have been examined elsewhere (in Heinich, 1997, for 
example). Here I will con
	ne myself to recalling a number of principles 
which are indispensible for the analysis of the motivations underpinning 
the animal welfare movement. The key insight of the German sociologist in 
this regard was to draw attention to the indissociable nature of two series 
of evolutions which, because of the misleading dichotomy drawn between 
sociology and psychology, had been considered separately. They were, on the 
one hand, the centralization of power and the monopolization of legitimate 
violence by state and judicial institutions, which had the task of resolving 
conict following codi
 	ed and predictable procedures, and, on the other, 
the evolution of manners or, more precisely, of thresholds which de
	ned 
what kinds of behavior were or were not to be tolerated in society. By the 
expression The Civilizing Process Elias indicated a general widespread 
trend whereby certain behaviors, which were once acceptable, come to 
be regarded as improper, inappropriate, shocking, even disgusting. One 
particular historical trend saw violence and public and bloody physical 
confrontations increasingly become regarded as unacceptable. This led in 
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turn to the depreciation of the desire to attack (Angrifslust), the lowering 
of the threshold of tolerance toward aggressiveness, which accounts for the 
increasing prohibition of not only actual violence, but also the removal of 
the right to witness violent acts as a spectator. Generally speaking Elias 
noted that the propensity of people to derive pleasure from participating in 
or directly observing acts of violence was in long term decline in Western 
Europe (Elias and Dunning, 1994, p.314). This evolution clearly manifested 
itself in the gradual disappearance of such practices as duels, vendettas and 
other examples of private justice, as well as the use of the stocks, torture 
and public executions.
The civilizing process is by no means limited to a growing revulsion at 
attacks on the physical integrity of the human body. It also extends to a 
growing tendency to take ofence at the visibility of natural bodily func-
tions. In this connection we can note that the norms ofered to readers of 
books of etiquette in the Middle Ages difer signi
 	cantly from the advice 
given in equivalent modern manuals regarding such questions as how to sit 
properly at the meal table, how to talk about ones sexual needs, and how 
to wipe ones nose, spit, urinate or defecate. Many acts which used to be 
performed in public without the slightest embarrassment called for more 
and more discretion. Given the analysis that follows it is necessary to point 
out, at the risk of putting of the reader, that this evolution in thresholds of 
tolerance explains the increasing repulsiveness ascribed to blood, as well 
as sweat, mucus, spittle and feces. We should note that this general trend 
also led to a growing propensity for death to be considered as a dirty and 
unseemly thing (AriŁs, 1977, p.277). Symbolic representations of death, 
the dying, and rotting dead bodies used to be an integral part of daily life. 
Many ritual practices contributed to making the end of life a familiar, if still 
harrowing, phenomenon. As the civilizing process proceeded, familiarity 
with death was replaced by the development of feelings of shame, embar-
rassment and repulsion, leading to the dead and the dying to be screened 
from view. In the modern world death is regarded as strange and monstrous, 
requiring it to be kept away from public life, thus depriving individuals of 
collective emotional conventions which may help them to come to terms 
with it (Elias, 1987).
In focusing on what he calls the curialization of warriors, the German 
sociologist draws our attention to a crucial fact, namely that the original 
impulse behind the civilizing process originated from within the ruling 
elites of the European monarchies (Elias, 1975). This was because it was 
these very elites who were the 
 	rst afected by the decreasing use of war as 
a means to resolve conicts: the power of a small number of princely houses 
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were no longer regularly threatened from all sides, dueling was replaced 
by the kings justice, civil war by parliamentary debates, and vendettas 
were banned after the establishment of a system of tribunals and forces 
of law and order. Previously, in the age of chivalry, nobles were required 
to display the knightly qualities needed to survive and win the succession 
of battles which determined the fate of their houses. As societies became 
more peaceful, bravery in combat, martial zeal and even the cruel streak 
required to strike fear into ones opponents no longer appeared to be the 
qualities required to win the esteem of the people who mattered. As the 
ability to behave in an aggressive and spontaneous fashion came to be of 
limited value those moving in higher circles had more regard for individuals 
who were discreet, self-controlled, measured, thoughtful, and tactful in 
their dealings with others. Gentlemen were now re
 	ned individuals with a 
gracious and delicate bearing, capable of feeling and appreciating in others 
discreet and subtly expressed emotions. Expressions of anger and explosions 
of rage, which in Ancient Greece were expected of great men, were now 
associated with men of coarse and contemptible character. In order to make 
his mark in society a gentleman was required to demonstrate the ability to 
not only repress his most powerful feelings, but also to express, using the 
established codes, the emotional states which showed that he possessed 
the required degree of self-control.
Though from a diferent theoretical perspective, Albert Hirschman 
brilliantly demonstrated the extent to which the decline in the accept-
ability of the loud and explosive expression of passionate feelings facilitated 
the emergence of the economic thinking characteristic of capitalism. 
Discussions of the Civilizing Process and the development of the Spirit 
of Capitalism both mention as integral to these processes a growing 
aversion to afective reactions with potentially harmful consequences, as 
well as a common appreciation of inofensive, constant and predictable 
conduct, especially when they seem to be universally shared. While Elias 
examined the evolution of conditions within the ruling elites, Hirschman 
was concerned with retracing the intellectual history at the origins of a 
new distinction which sets up in opposition the interests of man and his 
passions, [and which now] contrasts the happy consequences of activities 
dictated by interest with the calamities which follow from giving free rein 
to passions (Hirschman, 1980, pp.33-34). This led to lucrative activities 
such as commerce and banking  which had been disapproved of and held 
in contempt for centuries, because they were seen as the incarnation of 
greed, the love of money and avarice  coming to be regarded as honorable 
(Hirschman, 1980, p.13). For Max Weber, the fact that this complex set of 
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developments was as much about morality as economic practices was linked 
with the rationalization and secularization of Christianity evidenced by 
the development of Protestantism (Weber, 1999).
Over the following chapters the theoretical framework suggested by the 
work of Elias, Hirschman and Weber will be indispensable for our account of 
the succession of developments which have inuenced the directions taken 
by the animal welfare cause, from its earliest beginnings to the present 
day. In contrast to metaphysical historicist approaches, we will examine 
the inuence on the evolution of sensibility thresholds of the accumulated 
eforts of a succession of moral entrepreneurs with very diferent sociologi-
cal pro
 	les. In retracing the various key contributions and reorientations 
which have marked the history of the animal cause I hope to clarify an 
aspect of this history which Norbert Elias failed to address satisfactorily: 
his analysis, in focusing on the evolution of sensibilities within the upper 
classes neglected to discuss in detail the mechanisms which led to the 
difusion, appropriation and modi
 	cation of these sensibilities within 
increasingly wide sections of society.
The banning of repugnant spectacles
The 
 	rst stirrings of the animal protection movement coincided with the 
birth of urbanization, industrialization and the capitalist economy. Once 
again, these changes occurred 
 	rst in Great Britain, several decades before 
they reached other European countries. In 1851, for the 
 	rst time in British 
history, more people were living in towns and cities than in rural areas 
(Charlot and Marx, 1978, p.85). While in 1801 city-dwellers represented only 
16.9% of the British population this 
 	gure rose to 50.1% in 1851 and then 72% 
in 1891. This increasing concentration of the population in urban areas was, 
as is well known, a result of the industrial revolution, which, as Friedrich 
Engels noted, began in England with the invention of the steam engine and 
machines used in cotton production (Engels, 1960, p.21). The undoubted 
importance of these technological innovations should not, however, lead 
us to imagine a new urban environment where the cohabitation of humans 
and animals, characteristic of rural and agricultural life, swiftly became 
a thing of the past. In fact, far from being replaced by machines, animals 
were still very present in urban contexts, principally because economic and 
demographic change led to the large-scale trading in and transportation 
of cattle for the purposes of feeding the new urban populations. Slaughter 
animals continued to be raised in the countryside, but they still had to be 
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transported to and butchered in the cities, where their meat was consumed 
by the ever-growing urban populations. Moreover, draught animals greatly 
contributed to the development of the 
 	rst waves of industrialization by 
transporting the raw materials and the 
 	nished products to and from the 
centers of industrial production. Certainly, with the growth of the railway 
network, animal-drawn transportation was progressively replaced by the 
train, but horses, mules, donkeys and oxen remained indispensible for the 
short distance haulage needs of numerous sectors of the economy. Thus, in 
the urban zones where trade and industry ourished there was a constant 
tra
 	c of carriages and carts transporting goods for, among others, the 
mining, wool and brewing industries. Furthermore it should be added that, 
before the introduction of the internal combustion engine at the beginning 
of the 20th century, urban dwellers were reliant on hackney carriages and 
other horse-drawn vehicles for their own transportation needs. So, it was 
in this context that the exposure of the urban upper classes  with their 
distinctive sensibilities  to the shocking, noisy and malodorous spectacle 
of the exploitation of animals signi
 	cantly contributed to the birth of the 
animal protection movement.
In fact, many of the protests by early animal welfare activists were mani-
festations of NIMBYism avant la lettre. Indeed, individuals were scandalized 
not by the sufering of animals per se, but by the fact that it occurred in 
public places, and that the sensibilities of delicate gentlemen could therefore 
be exposed to shocking and repugnant spectacles of ill-treatment. It was 
this assault upon their senses which caused delicate individuals to roundly 
condemn the sight, noise and smell caused by the manner in which their 
fellow, more coarse citizens behaved toward animals.
In this connection, the afective reactions to the way animals were 
butchered were highly revealing. In fact, for Norbert Elias, the clearest 
indications of the evolution of sensibilities could be found in such appar-
ently insigni
 	cant phenomena as changing attitudes to food, and to meat 
in particular. The way meat was presented at table changed considerably 
between the Middle Ages and the modern era. The nature of these changes 
is most instructive. The upper echelons of medieval society had whole 
animals or quarters of meat brought to the meal table. This was the usual 
way of serving 
 	sh, birds  sometimes unplucked  hares, sheep and calves. 
Large game, pigs and oxen would be roasted whole on a spit (Elias, 1973, 
p.169). For the elites, who prided themselves on their martial and hunting 
prowess, there was nothing disgusting about cutting up a large piece of meat 
which closely resembled a live animal. On the contrary, as late as the 17th 
and even the 18th century, etiquette manuals stipulated that the ability to 
